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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. In response filed March 28, 2006, the applicant amended claims 1-24, no claims 
have been cancelled and no new claims have been introduced. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 9, filed March 28, 2006, with respect to claims 
1-24 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The U.S.C. §112 rejection of 
claims 1-24 has been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed March 28, 2006, with respect to claims 5, 6 and 1-4 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

As per claims 5 and 6, the applicant argues that Shimada does not disclose 
"determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the departure port Is at optimum 
inventory/determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the destination port is at 
optimum inventory." Shimada et al (U.S. Pat No. 6,125,306, hereafter Shimada) 
disclose forwarding pallets between a plurality of distribution bases where pallets are in 
excess and a plurality of distribution bases where pallets are in shortage at minimum 
cost, (col 3: lines 29-33) As stated in the previous office action, and not contested by 
the applicant, the pallets here are nothing more than vehicles since it is shown that 
pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution (col 1 : lines 36-37) Also an 
optimum inventory of pallets must be known in advance to be able to determine that a 



Application/Control Number: 10/072,418 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3639 

particular distribution base has excess pallets and a particular distribution base has a 
shortage of pallets. The minimum cost is the base cost because they are both the 
lowest cost paid for moving the vehicle from a departure location to a destination 
location. Therefore, Shimada teaches "determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle 
when the departure port is at optimum inventory/determining a base fee for the use of a 
vehicle when the destination port is at optimum inventory. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicants invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., how the base fee is determined) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The applicant submits that the "base fee" is determined based on a user request 
to relocate between any departure port and any destination port, varying dynamically 
based on optimum inventory. (Applicant specification p.7 U1-3) and the "base fee" can 
be calculated using a "user demand method" and/or a "parking capacity method" (id). 
However, none of the disclosed features are found in the claims, therefore no 
patentable weight has been given to the disclosures and the applicant's arguments are 
deemed not persuasive. 

Therefore, claims 5 and 6 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Shimada, 
accordingly, claims 19-21 and 22-24 depend from claims 5 and 6 and are rejected for 
the same reasons. 
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As per claims 1-4, the applicant argues that Shimada does not disclose 
"determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the departure port is at optimum 
inventory/determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the destination port is at 
optimum inventory." Shimada disclose forwarding pallets between a plurality of 
distribution bases where pallets are in excess and a plurality of distribution bases where 
pallets are in shortage at minimum cost, (col 3: lines 29-33) As stated in the previous 
office action, and not contested by the applicant, the pallets here are nothing more than 
vehicles since it is shown that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution 
(col 1: lines 36-37) Also an optimum inventory of pallets must be known in advance to 
be able to determine that a particular distribution base has excess pallets and a 
particular distribution base has a shortage of pallets. The minimum cost is the base 
cost because they are both the lowest cost paid for moving the vehicle from a departure 
location to a destination location. Therefore, Shimada teaches "determining a base fee 
for the use of a vehicle when the departure port is at optimum inventory/determining a 
base fee for the use of a vehicle when the destination port is at optimum inventory. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., how the base fee is determined) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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The applicant submits that the "base fee" is determined based on a user request 
to relocate between any departure port and any destination port, varying dynamically 
based on optimum inventory. (Applicant specification p.7 1|1-3) and the "base fee" can 
be calculated using a "user demand method" and/or a "parking capacity method" (id). 
However, none of the disclosed features are found in the claims, therefore no 
patentable weight has been given to the disclosures and the applicants arguments are 
deemed not persuasive. 

Therefore, claims 1-4 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Shimada, 
accordingly, claims 7-18 depend from claims 1-4 and are rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

5. Claims 5, 6, 21 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Shimada et al (US 6,125,306). 

As per claims 5, 24, Shimada et al discloses: 

determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each departure pod, (col. 11, lines 
22-27, determining the value of pallets expected to depart at that distribution base by 
adding the values at the place of departure of the transport schedule table, w/ col. 1 , 
lines 36-37, in this case, since the values at the place of departure are added, the result 
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is an optimum result, and also, the pallets are nothing more than vehicles since it is 
shown that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution in col. 1 , lines 36- 
37) 

Determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the departure port is at 
optimum inventory/determining the fee for use of a vehicle... , (Col. 12, lines 22-28, 
shows optimum pallets to minimize forwarding costs based on the results of the pallet 
supply and demand prediction, in this case, the costs are minimized to a level according 
to a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee); 

Displaying the base fee when the number of vehicles at the departure port is at 
optimum inventory/displaying the fee derived... , (Col. 12, lines 28-37, results including 
optimized pallets at a minimized cost) Is displayed). 

As per claims 6, 21 , Shimada et al discloses: 

Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each destination port, (Col. 12, 
lines 22-28, shows optimum pallets to minimize fonvarding costs based on the results of 
the pallet supply and demand prediction, in this case, the costs are minimized to a level 
according to a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee. Also shows 
that the number of pallets have an inverse relationship with the forwarding costs); and 

Determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the destination port is at 
optimum inventory/determining the fee for the use of a vehicle, (Col. 12, lines 22-28, 
shows optimum pallets to minimize fon^/arding costs based on the results of the pallet 
supply and demand prediction, in this case, the costs are minimized to a level according 
a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee); 
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Displaying the base fee when the number of vehicles at the destination port is at 
optimum inventory/displaying the fee derived... when the number of vehicles at a 
destination port is at optimum inventory/displaying the fee derived... when the number of 
vehicles at a destination port is at optimum inventory, (Col. 12, lines 28-37, results 
[including optimized pallets at a minimized cost] is displayed). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-4, 7-20, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimada et al (US 6,125,306). 

As per claims 1, 13, 16, 22, Shimada et al discloses: 

Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each departure port, (Col.. 1 , lines 
22-27, determining the value of pallets expected to depart at that distribution base by 
adding the values at the place of departure of the transport schedule table, w/col. 1 , 
lines 36-37, in this case, since the values at the place of departure are added, the result 
is an optimum result, and also pallets are nothing more than vehicles since it is shown 
that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution in col. 1, lines 36-37); 

Determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the departure port is at 
optimum inventory/determining the fee for the use of a vehicle; and, (Col. 12, lines 22- 
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28, shows optimum pallets to minimize forwarding costs based on the results of the 
pallet supply and demand prediction, in this case the costs are minimized to a level 
according to a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee. Also shows 
that the number of pallets have an inverse relationship with the forwarding costs). 

Displaying a fee.,., (Col 12, lines 28-37, results [including optimized pallets at a 
minimized cost] is displayed, where the inverse relationship as discussed above is 
implemented into the results). 

Shimada et al does not specifically disclose displaying a fee below the base 
when the number of vehicles at the departure port is above the optimum inventory, 
however, does disclose an inverse relationship concerning the number of pallets verses 
the foHA/arding costs as shown in col 12, lines 22-24, therefore, when the optimum 
inventory is increases, the fee is therefore decreased. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to display a fee below the base when the number of vehicles at the 
departure port is above the optimum inventory with the motivation of displaying the fee 
below a base level for the optimum inventory available. 

As per claims 2, 14, 17, 23, Shimada et al discloses: 

Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each departure port, (Col.. 1, lines 
22-27, determining the value of pallets expected to depart at that distribution base by 
adding the values at the place of departure of the transport schedule table, w/col. 1 , 
lines 36-37, in this case, since the values at the place of departure are added, the result 
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is an optimum result, and also pallets are nothing more than vehicles since it is shown 
that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution in col. 1 , lines 36-37); 

Determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the departure port is at 
optimum inventory/determining the fee for the use of a vehicle; (Col. 12, lines 22-28, 
shows optimum pallets to minimize forwarding costs based on the results of the pallet 
supply and demand prediction, in this case the costs are minimized to a level according 
to a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee. Also shows that the 
number of pallets have an inverse relationship with the fonA^arding costs); and 

Displaying a fee..., (Col 12, lines 28-37, results [including optimized pallets at a 
minimized cost] is displayed, where the inverse relationship as discussed above is 
implemented into the results). 

Shimada et al does not specifically disclose displaying a fee above the base 
fee/above the fee derived... when the number of vehicles at a departure port is below 
the optimum inventory, however, does disclose an inverse relationship concerning the 
number of pallets verses the fonA/arding costs as shown in col. 12, lines 22-24, 
therefore, when the optimum inventory is decreased, the fee is therefore increased. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to display a fee above the base when the number of vehicles at the 
departure port is below the optimum inventory with the motivation of displaying the fee 
that is above a base level for the optimum inventory available. 

As per claims 3, 7, 10, 19, Shimada et al discloses: 
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Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each destination port, (Col. 1 1 , 
lines 16-22, shows that quantities of loaded pallets same as value at the place of arrival 
are added, taking this added information and further obtaining the predicted quantity of 
pallets expected to arrive, in this case, since the values at the place of destination are 
added, the result is an optimum result, and also pallets are nothing more than vehicles 
since it is shown that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution in col. 1, 
lines 36-37); 

Determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the destination port is at 
optimum inventory, (Col. 12, lines 22-28, shows optimum pallets to minimize fonA/arding 
costs based on the results of the pallet supply and demand prediction, in this case the 
costs are minimized to a level according to a specific set of results and therefore 
represents a base fee. Also shows that the number of pallets have an inverse 
relationship with the forwarding costs); and 

Displaying a fee..., (Col 12, lines 28-37, results [including optimized pallets at a 
minimized cost] is displayed, where the inverse relationship as discussed above is 
implemented into the results). 

Shimada et al does not specifically disclose displaying a fee above the base fee 
when the number of vehicles at a destination port is above the optimum inventory, 
however, does disclose forwarding pallets in the order from a base with lower costs to a 
base with higher costs among bases where pallets are in excess compared with the 
physical distribution base where pallets are in shortage, in col. 21, line 64-col 22, line 2, 
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which represents a directly proportional relationship since the amount of bases that are 
in excess are gradually being transported to bases with higher costs). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to display a fee above the base when the number of vehicles at the 
destination port is above the optimum inventory with the motivation of displaying the fee 
that directly corresponds to the optimum inventory available. 

As per claims 4,8,11, 20, Shimada et al discloses: 

Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each destination port, (Col. 1 1 , 
lines 16-22, shows that quantities of loaded pallets same as value at the place of arrival 
are added, taking this added information and further obtaining the predicted quantity of 
pallets expected to arrive, in this case, since the values at the place of destination are 
added, the result is an optimum result, and also pallets are nothing more than vehicles 
since it is shown that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution in col. 1, 
lines 36-37); 

Determining a base fee for the use of a vehicle when the destination port is at 
optimum inventory/determining the fee for the use of a vehicle, (Col. 12, lines 22-28, 
shows optimum pallets to minimize fonA^arding costs based on the results of the pallet 
supply and demand prediction, in this case the costs are minimized to a level according 
to a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee. Also shows that the 
number of pallets have an inverse relationship with the fon/varding costs); and 
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Displaying a fee..., (Col 12, lines 28-37, results [including optimized pallets at a 
minimized cost] is displayed, where the inverse relationship as discussed above is 
implemented into the results). 

Shimada et al does not specifically disclose displaying a fee below the base 
fee/below the fee derived when the number of vehicles at a destination port is below the 
optimum inventory, however, does disclose fonA/arding pallets in the order from a base 
with lower costs to a base with higher costs among bases where pallets are in excess 
compared with the physical distribution base where pallets are in shortage, in col. 21, 
line 64-col 22, line 2, which represents a directly proportional relationship since the 
amount of bases that are in excess are gradually being transported to bases with higher 
costs, therefore, if the pallets are at a shortage, it would be obvious to fonA/ard pallets in 
the order from a base with higher costs to a base with lower costs). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to display a fee below the base when the number of vehicles at the 
destination port is below the optimum inventory with the motivation of displaying the fee 
that directly corresponds to the optimum inventory available. 

As per claims 9, 12, Shimada et al discloses: 

Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each destination port, (Col. 12, 
lines 22-28, shows optimum pallets to minimize fon/varding costs based on the results of 
the pallet supply and demand prediction, in this case, the costs are minimized to a level 
according to a specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee. Also shows 
that the number of pallets have an inverse relationship with the forwarding costs); and 
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Determining the fee for the use of a vehicle, (Col. 12, lines 22-28, shows 
optimum pallets to minimize fonn/arding costs based on the results of the pallet supply 
and demand prediction, in this case the costs are minimized to a level according to a 
specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee); 

Displaying a fee derived... when the number of vehicles at a destination port is at 
optimum inventory/displaying the fee derived... when the number of vehicles at a 
destination port is at optimum inventory, (Col 12, lines 28-37, results [including 
optimized pallets at a minimized cost] is displayed). 

As per claims 15, 18, Shimada et al discloses: 

Determining the optimum vehicle inventory at each departure port, (Col.. 11, lines 
22-27, determining the value of pallets expected to depart at that distribution base by 
adding the values at the place of departure of the transport schedule table, w/col. 1 , 
lines 36-37, in this case, since the values at the place of departure are added, the result 
is an optimum result, and also, the pallets are nothing more than vehicles since it is 
shown that pallets are transport containers in a wide area distribution in col. 1 , lines 36- 
37); 

Determining the fee for the use of a vehicle, (Col. 12, lines 22-28, shows 
optimum pallets to minimize fonA^arding costs based on the results of the pallet supply 
and demand prediction, in this case the costs are minimized to a level according to a 
specific set of results and therefore represents a base fee); 
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Displaying a fee derived... when the nunnber of vehicles at a departure port is at 
optimum inventory, (Col 12, lines 28-37, results [including optimized pallets at a 
minimized cost] is displayed). 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or eariier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rutao Wu whose telephone number is (571)272-3136. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on (571)272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infontiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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